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Abstract
Background: Title X of the Public Health Service Act provides funding for a range of reproductive health services, with
a priority given to low-income persons. Now that many of these services are provided to larger numbers of people
with low-income since the passage of the Affordable Care Act and Medicaid expansion, questions remain on the
continued need for the Title X program. The current project highlights the importance of these safety net programs.
Methods: To help inform this policy issue, research was conducted to examine the revenue and service changes for
Title X per state and compare those findings to the states’ Medicaid expansion and demographics. The dataset include
publicly available data from 2013 and 2014 Family Planning Annual Reports (FPAR). Paired samples differences of
means t-tests were then used to compare the means of family planning participation rates for 2013 and 2014 across
the different categories for Medicaid expansion states and non-expansion states.
Results: The ACA has had an impact on Title X services, but the link is not as direct as previously thought. The findings
indicate that all states’ Title X funded clinics lost revenue; however, expansion states fared better than non-expansion states.
Discussion: While the general statements from the FPAR National surveys certainly are supported in that Title X providers
have decreased in number and scope of services, which has led to the decrease in total clients, these variations are not
evenly applied across the states. The ACA has very likely had an impact on Title X services, but the link is not as obvious as
previously thought.
Conclusion: Title X funded clinics have helped increase access to health insurance at a greater rate in expansion states
than non-expansion states. There was much concern from advocates that with the projected increased revenue from
Medicaid and private insurance, that Title X programs could be deemed unnecessary. However, this revenue increase
has yet to actually pan out. Title X still helps fill a much needed service gap for a vulnerable population.
Keywords: ACA, Health disparities, Public health, Inequality, Health policy
Introduction
When it comes to improving the reproductive health of
the population, the United States confronts multiple per-
sistent issues. Almost half (49 %) of all pregnancies in
the United States are unintended. This number is even
higher for adolescent and young women, women of
color, and women with low income and education levels
[15]. With unintended pregnancies comes a greater risk
of poor maternal and infant social, economic, and health
outcomes [14].
Family planning is defined as “the ability to achieve de-
sired birth spacing and family size.” Because of its im-
pact on the health of infants, children, and women,
family planning was rated as one of the top 10 overall
achievements in public health in the 20th century [4].
The full scope of health care services that can be ad-
dressed during the delivery of family planning services
can include medical services such as screening programs
for cancer, STDs, educational programs on prevention,
and various counseling programs [9].
The current project examines early changes in Title X
funded family planning centers in the year following Me-
dicaid expansion for 24 states under the Affordable Care
* Correspondence: blanese1@kent.edu
College of Public Health, Kent State University, 800 Hilltop Drive, 212
Moulton Hall, P.O. Box 5190, Kent, OH 44242, USA
       Contraception and
Reproductive Medicine
© 2016 The Author(s). Open Access This article is distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution 4.0
International License (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/), which permits unrestricted use, distribution, and
reproduction in any medium, provided you give appropriate credit to the original author(s) and the source, provide a link to
the Creative Commons license, and indicate if changes were made. The Creative Commons Public Domain Dedication waiver
(http://creativecommons.org/publicdomain/zero/1.0/) applies to the data made available in this article, unless otherwise stated.
Lanese and Oglesby Contraception and Reproductive Medicine  (2016) 1:17 
DOI 10.1186/s40834-016-0029-y
Act. Title X service centers are often considered a safety
net care provider for millions of low income people, with
the vast majority being women. Since the passage of the
ACA questions continue about the necessity of the ser-
vices provided by Title X funding [3, 17]. The current
project helps to illustrate the importance of these pro-
grams, and how they work in conjunction with Medicaid
expansion to serve an additional need beyond health in-
surance. The Title X programs still provide safety net
care for vulnerable populations.
Background
Comprehensive family planning services provide a much
needed benefit from an economic, health, and overall so-
cietal viewpoint. Preventive care with regard to repro-
ductive health services has long-term and expansive
effects [11]. Several preventive services are now offered
under the Affordable Care Act with no cost sharing, and
among these are contraceptives [18]. As stated in a brief
published by the Center for American Progress,
“Whether through reducing the cost of unintended preg-
nancies or enabling women to advance their education
and careers, family planning provides women with
greater independence to make crucial life decisions on
their own terms—decisions that affect not only their
lives but also the greater society,” [2].
Title X is a key source of public funding to support fam-
ily planning services and Medicaid is an very important
source of revenue at Title X service sites [1]. Under the
Affordable Care Act, after the 2012 Supreme Court deci-
sion, states have the option to expand Medicaid coverage
to non-parents under the age of 65 who have incomes
below 138 % of the Federal Poverty Line [19]. By the end
of 2014, 24 states and the District of Columbia had chosen
to expand Medicaid [12]. The states that opted out of Me-
dicaid expansion do not typically cover adults without
children. Also, the income eligibility requirements are as
low. For example, in Alabama it is 13 %, Texas is 15 %,
Idaho is 24 %, and so on [13]. Alaska (129 %) is the only
non-expansion state that has adult income criteria that is
over 100 % of the Federal Poverty Line [13].
Family planning services
A lingering challenge in the United States is improving
the reproductive health of the U.S. population. Forty
nine percent of all pregnancies are unintended, and the
United States has one of the highest adolescent preg-
nancy rates of developed countries [9]. Preterm birth
and infant mortality rates are also high in comparison to
rates of other developed countries. Racial and ethnic mi-
nority populations are disproportionately impacted
across all of these outcomes [5]. These challenges can be
addressed by providing family planning services that in-
clude education, counseling, and medical services.
Family planning funding has a substantial impact on
future expenditures for both the public and private
sectors. It is estimated that there is a $4 savings in
short-term public funding costs in medical care for every
$1 spent to prevent unintended pregnancy [8]. Using
2010 Title X data, the Guttmacher Institute calculated
that the average cost for a Medicaid-covered birth was
$12,770, whereas one year of Title X clinic provided
contraception was $269 per client [2]. The return is
similar for private providers. However, in the United
States, public support for providing the full range of re-
productive health care services, including contraception,
reproductive health related counseling, and cancer
screenings remains a challenge.
The Title X program
Title X of the Public Health Service Act provides fund-
ing for the provision of family planning services, which
include various sexual and reproductive health services,
including contraception [16]. It is the only federal grant
program focused entirely on providing comprehensive
family planning and related preventive health services,
with priority given to low-income persons [16]. Ques-
tions have been presented about the necessity of Title X
programs since the passage of the ACA, which has in-
creased the number of insured persons and overall ac-
cess to health services.
The Title X program is administered by the Office of
Population Affairs (OPA) under the U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services. They serve around 4 million
clients annually through various service sites, including
state, county, and local health departments. Community
health centers, Planned Parenthood centers, other hos-
pital, school, and faith- based programs, and private non-
profits also are among the Title X grantees (Office of
Population Affairs 2015).
Research clearly shows health disparities related to
sexual and reproductive health for low-income and
women of color [5] and Title X programs have been suc-
cessful at providing needed services to these populations.
In addition, Title X clinics help Medicaid-eligible pa-
tients with enrollment and help other patients enroll in
exchanges, which help to increase health care access.
Title X staff are specifically trained in meeting the needs
of vulnerable populations, like individuals with limited
English proficiency, teenagers, and those confronting
complex medical and personal issues such as substance
abuse, disability, homelessness or intimate partner vio-
lence [16]. Title X funding goes toward supporting this
infrastructure, such as personnel training, community
education, and other such services [10].
According to the Title X Congressional Research Ser-
vice report, the FY2016 Justification section of the
Health Resources and Services Administration (HRSA),
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the Administration expected that Title X clinics would
increase revenue because they would increase their pro-
portion of clients with insurance coverage and the billing
of third parties. However, the Family Planning Annual
Report (FPAR) shows that overall dollar amounts of
Title X revenue in 2014 actually declined. The size and
reach of the provider service network has also had an
overall decline. The overall decreases in Title X revenue
from third parties (including Medicaid) and the size and
reach of the provider network has again called into ques-
tion the necessity and effectiveness of this program—e-
specially after the implementation of the Affordable
Care Act.
This research examines revenue and service changes
in the Title X program on a state-by-state and regional
basis and compares findings to state Medicaid expansion
status and demographics to better explore the future
role of Title X programs in a post-ACA health care
marketplace. The research hypotheses are:
Ho1: States that participated in Medicaid expansion
will have a decrease in number of Title X clients
served, encounters, and service sites, while states that
did not participate will have an increase or no change.
Ho2: States that participated in Medicaid expansion
will have a decrease in the number of uninsured Title
X clients served, while states that did not participate
will have an increase or no change.
Ho3: States that participated in Medicaid expansion
will have an increase in revenue at Title X supported
service sites, while states that did not participate will
have a decrease in revenue or no change.
Data and methodology
Data
The dataset include data from 2013 and 2014 Family
Planning Annual Reports (FPAR). All Title X family
planning services grantees are mandated to submit FPAR
data annually for monitoring and reporting program per-
formance. The data are in summary form to maintain
confidentiality of the clients who receive services at Title
X funded service sites [6, 7]. The data are publically
available, so ethical consent was not necessary.
The FPAR data include demographic information such
as race, ethnicity, sex, age, and income level. It also pro-
vides information about the Title X grantees including
the number of client encounters, the care providers, and
the types of services obtained. Data are also collected re-
garding revenue source and client insurance.
Methodology
Descriptive statistics were performed to describe the
demographic details of the dataset by state. Paired
samples differences of means t-tests were then used
to compare the means of family planning participa-
tion rates for 2013 and 2014 across the different cat-
egories for Medicaid expansion states and non-
expansion states. By the end of 2014, a total of 25
states plus the District of Columbia had participated
in Medicaid expansion. Only those states that had
already applied Medicaid expansion are included in
the analysis. This includes the following 25 states,
plus the District of Columbia: Arizona, Arkansas,
California, Colorado, Connecticut, Delaware, District
of Columbia, Hawaii, Illinois, Kentucky, Maryland,
Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, Nevada, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York,
North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, Rhode Island, Vermont,
Washington, and West Virginia.
The FPAR reports for 2013 and 2014 show the overall
percentages and demographic information about Title X
services users. For both years just over 90 % of all users
were female, and around 70 % had family income levels
at or below the federal poverty level–$23,850 for a fam-
ily of four. Reports for both years show that the majority
of Title X service users self-identified with at least one
of the nonwhite Office of Management and Budget race
categories (29 %) or as Hispanic or Latino (30 %). One
major difference between the 2 years, however, is with
the uninsured population. The 2013 report reveals that
63 % of users were uninsured, while in 2014 that num-
ber drops to 54 % [6, 7].
Results
As shown in the FPAR National Summary, the overall
number of clients receiving family planning services at
Title X clinics decreased from 2013 to 2014 (See Table 1).
There was an overall decrease of approximately 420,636
users. The 2014 National Summary shows that Title X
number of clients, service sites, and project revenue
have all decreased from 2013 to 2014. The revenue drop
was approximately $71, 533 million net amount (con-
stant 2014 dollars). While there was an increase in rev-
enue from both private and other third-party payers, it
was not enough to offset the losses from Medicaid of
$27.6 million, a loss of almost $18 million in client ser-
vices fees, a total loss of $28.8 million from state and
local governments, $10.2 million from Title X, and a loss
of $11.5 million from block grants and other revenue
sources [7]. As shown in Table 1, there was a decrease
in clients in all of the income brackets with the excep-
tion of the over 250 % of the federal poverty line (FPL).
The FPAR regional reports list various reasons offered
by the grantees as to why the demand for and use of Title
X funded services went down, including clinical guideline
changes, implementation of electronic health record sys-
tems and other impacts due to the ACA. We will discuss
these factors in more detail in the discussion section.
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It is expected that there will be differences in client
numbers at Title X funded service centers due to the
implementation of ACA provisions. For example, under
the ACA, previously uninsured will have acquired health
insurance, like those up to age 26 who are now allowed
to stay on their parents’ plan. This will increase their op-
tions for healthcare providers; therefore, clients may
then opt to get medical care from providers other than
those funded through Title X grants.
The first research hypothesis states:
Ho1: States that participated in Medicaid expansion
will have a decrease in number of Title X clients
served, encounters, and service sites, while states that
did not participate will have an increase or no
change.
The findings, shown in Table 2, reveal that all states
had a decrease in the number of Title X clients served.
States that expanded Medicaid and those that did not
both had a statistically significant decrease in total cli-
ents served and total number of client encounters. It is
interesting that the number of service sites for states
that did not expand Medicaid had a mean increase,
while the states that did expand Medicaid showed an
overall decrease in service sites.
The FPAR Regional reports include more detailed dis-
cussion from the Title X grantees, including information
as to what they think impacted the services in their area.
Nearly all ten of the regional reports state the impact of
ACA with regard to insurance as a factor, but there seems
to be little consensus as to what impact it would have.
The second hypothesis is:
Ho2: States that participated in Medicaid expansion
will have a decrease in the number of uninsured Title X
clients served, while states that did not participate will
have an increase or no change.
First, the results show an overall increase in the num-
ber of clients receiving services at Title X clinics being
insured. From 2013 to 2014 there was a decrease of
626,295 uninsured clients for all service sites. In 2014
there were still approximately 54 % of all Title X clients
who were uninsured; however, this number is down
from 63 % who were uninsured in 2013. Table 3 shows
that both states that did and did not expand Medicaid
had a statistically significant decrease in the number of
uninsured clients. There was a statistically significant in-
crease in the number of clients with private insurance
for states that expanded Medicaid. For states that did
not expand Medicaid, the number of clients with private
insurance also increased, but it was not statistically sig-
nificant. Also, states that did not expand Medicaid
showed a statistically significant decline in clients with
public insurance, while states that expanded Medicaid
showed an increase in the number of clients with public
insurance. This difference was not statistically signifi-
cant, but the directional difference is worth noting.
As previously stated, the 2014 National Summary
FPAR describes the overall decrease in revenue across all
Title X funded service sites. There was a specific overall
decrease in Medicaid revenue of $27.6 million. With
Medicaid expansion, it is not clear if this reduction in
Medicaid revenue was across all service sites, or if states
that did not participate in expansion had a greater re-
duction. The third hypothesis is:
Ho3: States that participated in Medicaid expansion
will have an increase in revenue at Title X supported
service sites, while states that did not participate will
have a decrease in revenue or no change.
The findings are displayed in Table 4, where it shows
that states that did not expand Medicaid had a statisti-
cally significant (p < .01) decrease in Medicaid as a third
party payer from 2013 to 2014. Also, states that did
not expand Medicaid showed a statistically significant
difference in overall revenue sources across all fund-
ing (p < .01). States that did expand Medicaid also
showed a decrease, but neither categories were statis-
tically significant. So while there was an overall de-
crease across all Title X funded sites, the decrease
was greater for states that did not expand Medicaid.









US Total Family Planning
Users
4,517,585 4,096,949 (420,636)









Public health insurance 1,131,406 1,215,648 84,242
Private health insurance 453,535 559,845 106,310




Income Under 101 % 3,211,380 2,840,650 (370,730)
Income 101 to 150 % 636,484 572,948 (63,536)
Income 151 to 200 % 245,805 234,425 (11,380)
Income 201 to 250 % 103,246 100,402 (2,844)




datasource: 2013 and 2014 FPAR National Summary
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Discussion and limitations
While the general statements from the FPAR National
surveys certainly are supported in that Title X providers
have decreased in number and scope of services, which
has led to the decrease in total clients, these variations
are not evenly applied across the states. The ACA has
very likely had an impact on Title X services, but the
link is not as obvious as previously thought. The total
number of clients decreased for states that did and did
not expand Medicaid. This raises further questions as to
where the women are going for these medical services in
states that did not expand Medicaid, and how are they
paying for them?
The FPAR data show that while there was a decrease
in every Title X user income category under 250 % of
the FPL, the over 250 % showed a slight increase. This
supports the notion that there is a preference for Title X
clinics by some users [17]. Some dependents who may
not wish to bill their healthcare services to insurance be-
cause of confidentiality reasons or just simply due to
care provider preferences will still seek care at Title X
funded clinics.
The significant decrease in the number of uninsured
clients in states that expanded Medicaid is very likely
linked to the findings that the revenue decrease from
2013 to 2014 was not statistically significant. The in-
crease in Title X clients with private health insurance in
states that expanded Medicaid is certainly tied to the
overt effort on the part of Title X clinics to assist with
signing clients up for health insurance on the exchanges
or with Medicaid. The Department of Health and Hu-
man Services (HHS) Office of Population Affairs
awarded Title X enrollment assistance grants to 22 Title
X service grantees in various states. Fifteen of the 22
grant recipient states are Medicaid expansion states. The
purpose of the grants was to provide funding to initiate
or expand outreach activities facilitating enrollment into
health insurance. Title X service sites help eligible cli-
ents enroll into health insurance coverage through the
Health Insurance Marketplaces, Medicaid, the Children’s
Health Insurance Program (CHIP), or other local pro-
grams [16].
The FY2016 HRSA Justification stated that it was ex-
pected that Title X clinics would increase revenue in
2014 because of the increase in clients with health insur-
ance and by billing third parties. This is shown to be
partially correct. The Medicaid expansion states’ revenue
did not increase, but the Non-Medicaid expansion states
showed a statistically significant decrease in overall rev-
enue. When compared to the outreach program grants
and the overt attempts to sign up clients for health in-
surance, it seems the expansion states fared better.
The most obvious limitation of the present research is
that it only contains one year of data post ACA imple-
mentation. When more data are available this research
will be expanded. As of 2015, 29 states—an additional
five from 2014—plus the District of Columbia have ex-
panded Medicaid. Another limitation is that there are
other factors outside of the ACA and not specific to
Title X that have an impact on healthcare patterns. For
Table 3 Medicaid expansion by state 2014 and 2013 differences in insurance status
Mean 2014 Mean 2013 Difference in Means t-value
State Did Not Expand Medicaid Client Insurance Status: Public Insurance 15,961 18,828 −2866* −2.157
Client Insurance Status: Private Insurance 10,371 8,520 1851 2.042
Client Insurance Status: Uninsured 33,725 41,835 −8109* −3.079
Client Insurance Status: Unknown/Not Reported 2,288 1,071 1217 .981
STATE EXPANDED MEDICAID Client Insurance Status: Public Insurance 30,315 24,562 5753 1.940
Client Insurance Status: Private Insurance 11,268 8,986 2282** 3.243
Client Insurance Status: Uninsured 52,591 68,397 −15806* −2.521
Client Insurance Status: Unknown/Not Reported 2,147 2,926 −779 −1.308
datasource: 2013 and 2014 FPAR National Summary. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Table 2 Medicaid expansion by state 2014 and 2013 differences clients, encounters, service sites
Mean 2014 Mean 2013 Difference in Means t-value
State did not expand medicaid Total Title X Clients Served 62,345 70,253 −7908** −2.84
Total Title X Client Encounters 717,121 832,643 −115522*** −5.95
Total Number of Title X Service Sites 566 540 26.3 1.30
State expanded medicaid Total Title X Clients Served 96,321 104,871 −8550* −2.29
Total Title X Client Encounters 761,093 852,151 −91058*** −6.06
Total Number of Title X Service Sites 383 394 −11.4 −1.22
datasource: 2013 and 2014 FPAR National Summary. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001
Lanese and Oglesby Contraception and Reproductive Medicine  (2016) 1:17 Page 5 of 7
example, the requirements for annual PAP tests have
been changed to every 3 years, so this would impact the
number of clients actually seeking services. As previ-
ously pointed out, the FPAR regional level reports offer
detailed conjecture about the changes in client numbers
from 2013 to 2014. All of the regional reports list factors
related directly or indirectly to the ACA. Some of these
include insurance changes, implementation of electronic
health records, data collection issues, and initiatives
under the ACA that clinics have to support outside of
sexual and reproductive health, such as immunization
programs. Other factors that the regional reports state
involve staffing issues and changes, extreme weather
conditions in 2014, and the increased preference of
long-term birth control reflecting a national trend. Fi-
nally, there are certainly demographic differences across
states that could impact upon the findings. Differences
in average age among expansion states and non-
expansion states could impact on the usage of a Title X
clinics. There are also race and income differences be-
tween these states that could also play a role.
Policy implications
Research not only shows that access to contraception
dramatically reduces the likelihood of an unplanned
pregnancy, but also that women with unintended preg-
nancies are less likely to have prenatal care. Those with
unintended pregnancies are also more likely to engage in
unhealthy activities, which lead to unhealthy babies with
higher than average delivery and post-delivery care costs
[8]. As stated in the FPAR reports, “Title X providers
serve a vulnerable population, most of whom are female,
poor, uninsured, and young,” ([7], executive summary).
As the current research shows, there are differences
between states that expanded Medicaid and those that
did not. These differences undoubtedly have an impact
on access to care. The expansion states show a statisti-
cally significant increase in the number of clients with
health insurance. Access to health insurance has clear
implications on overall health outcomes and increasing
access is one of the primary goals of the ACA. As shown
here and in previous research Title X complements Me-
dicaid [1, 10]. Not all low-income women are eligible for
Medicaid, and Medicaid reimbursement may not cover
the complete cost of services [10].
Conclusion
Title X service sites provide sexual and reproductive
health services with a focus on low-income women at
reduced or no cost. There was great concern that
with the projected increased revenue from Medicaid
and private insurance, that Title X programs could be
deemed unnecessary. However, this revenue increase
has yet to actually pan out. Advocates pointed out
that Title X supports many other things such as indi-
vidual patient education, community-level outreach
and public education about women’s health issues.
Title X funding is also used to support infrastructure
[1, 10]. These findings align with previous work in
that “The continued provision of safety-net family
planning services is important not just for the indi-
vidual clients accessing services at these organizations
but for broader health equity goals as well,” ([3], 60).
Overall, it does seem that Title X funded clinics help
fill a much needed gap in providing sexual and repro-
ductive health services to vulnerable populations, even
with the passage of the ACA.
Overview
This research examines revenue and service changes in
the Title X program compared to state Medicaid expan-
sion status and demographics to determine the contin-
ued need for the Title X program.
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